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TACTICAL 7XGAGEMLNT SIMULAI ION TRAI... ;
ONE STATION UNIT TUIIN (OSUT)

INTRODUCTION

in late Pay 1383, the US Army ResearcL Institute Fort Benning Field Unit -16

(ARI-Benning) was asked through the Directorate of Training Development(DOTD),

US Army Infantry School (USAIS), to observe and review a period of tactical

engagement simulation training for the TOW gunnery course. The Infantry

Training Group (ITG) had earlier adapted the use of the Multiple Integrated

Laser Engagement System (MILES) to the TOW gunnery training in One Station Unit

Training (OSUT) in order to expo-e the soldiers to simulated targets which were

evasive. The individual soldier's assigned task as a gunner using MILES was to

engage an M113 vehicle equiped with MILES receptors while firing from a tactical

position similar to one which would typically be used in field and combat

settings. The concept and intent of tactical engagement simulation training wis

to inexpensively add a more realistic target engagement dimension to training
using available time at the completion of the prescribed program of instruction.

PURPOSE

The purpose for the observation and evaluation request from the Commander

ITG, to the DOTD, USAIS, was to provide an additional dimension to some internal

evaluation activities which were taking place with regard to the training.

BACKGROUND
e,..

The MILES target engagement simulation training was established initially S..,"

at the request of the then Commander of the US Army Infantry Center. The

concept of the instruction was to provide fast tracking experience as part of

TOW training. Comments resulting from observations by the USAIC Commanding
General suggested that faster target vehicles might be needed. In a series of

field trials using the Bradley Infantry Fighting Vehicle, high speed tracking

testa were conducted by ITG. The tests showed that Lee Field terrain, where

current OSUT TOW training takes place, restricted the attainable top speed of

the Bradley to 30 MPH. The Bradley suffered from mechanical problems during the

testing which developed from the strain of sustained rapid directional changes

that the unique training environment demanded. It was determined that the road

surface could not sustain long use under the conditions created during testing,

and which would be typical to training, without major engineering improvements.

Such improvements would prove costly, as would the continued use of the Bradley

Fighting Vehicle. At issue was the conflict between the intent of the block of

instruction and the expense of developing and using a much more complete

tactical training scenario as a part of the TOW gunner training program. At

some point such a program improvement may be considered not only ideal, but

necessary. However, the resources are not available to undertake such a step in

program development at present. The concern of the ITG Commander and TOW

gunnery training staff has been the relative value of the present block of

instruction and whether It represents a true contribution to the students'

trdining. The obser;ation; conducted by A/RI-Benning have been intended to

address thes,.c commind concerns.

%* 
.



OBSERVAT IONS

MILES equipment in its present conf.- ration is Intended to support unit
level tactical exercises by adding the opportunity for target kills during two
sided engagements. The current equipment does not provide true marksmanship
level accuracy for realistic gunnery task portrayals during such engagements.
The probability of hitting a target under tactical conditions with MILES Is
'.-,elow that which may be attained during standard gunnery training exercises. Itshould be understood that in the future the capability to usu MILZS as at

accurate marksmanship training system may very well be added to the requirements
for any additional procurement.

Observations of the tactical engagement simulation instruction conducted at
Lee Field revealed that the MILES equipment did not register many hits on target
as was to be expected. The students had bee- told that the equipment used for
the block of training had not been designd to support tle trainirg of initial
gunnery skills and that its true application was related to unit field
exercises. The purpose given for the use of MILES supported tactical
engagements was to provide exposure to tactical targets moving freely about the
battlefield and to add some sense of rcalism to the TOW training. The students
were told that the results of the engagements would not be reprerentat ve of
their ability to actually hit an enemy target but that they would be able to see
how a real target would react in conbat. They were assured that their
qualification scores would not be harmed by trie results of the tactical training
block but they should try to do their best. This approach was used by the
instructors while the observations were made and has beer, considered to he
representative of what the instructors hcve been telling each TO) and Improved
TOW Vehicle (ITV) class participating in the training. %

DATA COLLECTION

Questionnaire

A 12 item questionnaire was developed from information and observations

obtained at Lee Field and through discussion with TOWJ instructors and DGTD,
USAIS, personnel(see Appendix). The intent of the que ,ticnnaire was to Identify
the perceptions of the students with regard to the block of fistrction and to
determine whether they thought that the tactical training had any meaning. The
questionnaire had forced choice and open ended itezs which addressed ITG
concerns and allowed the students to sugge,;t changes which ,aight improve not

only rtte tactical simulation training but the entire T '. gtnnery c o-irse.

Sample

A total of 58 students representing two different TOW training classes were
administered the questionnai:'c and interviewed tor comments ahotit the perceived
valoo of the tactical sim.ilation training. The students appeace. to be
represertitive of those isually assigned far training ar,-i their cu:,lification

1 ' 4
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scores indicated that they were rel3tively typical of those being trained. None

of the students sampled represented ITV training, only ground mounted TV.'

training. Five instructors completed the questionnaire as well.

Results

The questionnaire in the appendix prosentt. the mean responses of the 4

students and the instructors for each item. Not all respondents comrleted every
item, particularly in the section of the questionnaire which asked for answers
to be filled in. Negative respcnses are noted by the items in the appendix. The
responses from the instructors, since there were only five, may not reflect a
clear picture of their perceptions and at times will reflect a different
attitude toward the tactical engagement simulation training. Means are
presented for respones from all five instructors, as well as from four. One
instructor responded quite negatively to everything and with such a small sample
his responses added a great deal of weight to the outcome. Discussion with the
instructors led to the decision to present both instructor means in order to
show a more balanced presentation of attitudes.

The student gunners reported feeling confident (Mean-3.91) about tracking
skills let.rncd before they ccmpleted qualification firing and even more so
c.terward (4.50). In comparing confidence attained while using the target board
during training and later the tactical vehicle, it in fact increased (4.07 to

4.35). The students agreed that as training got harder, their performances got
better (4.10) and that the tactical simulation training enhanced their
confidence as gi:n:2rs even a bit more than did prequalification tracking (4.54
over 4.40). They agreed that the engagement simulation gave an idea of how well
they could perform on the battlefield (4.28) and that they were leaving training
with a strong sense of accomplishment (4.66). They agreed that the MILES

.- equipment used in training was good and that they could operate it without much
trouble (4.02 and 4.11). They also felt that the instructors had prepared them
anfor the tactical engagement simulation period (4.22) and that it added to

training (4.26).

Instructor responses to these statements related to confidence gained
through training paralleled those of the gunnery students for the most part,

." however, the responses usually appeared slightly less forceful (See Appendix).
Differerces in attitudes toward training appeared in the second part of the
questionnaire which asked the individual respondent to identify changes which
they felt would improve training. The majority of the students completing
training would have added to the tactical training period rather than training
in other ways (70.69%), while the instructors instead would have usee the time
otherwise (60.00%) or would have left training as it existed (40.00%). In a
similar question which offered the option to skip the tactical training, extend
it, or leave the training as is, the students clearly would have wanted to
extend training (81.04%) while the instructors split in favor of skipping it p
(40.00%) or leaving iL as is (40.00%). Both sampled groups agreed that the

4 training did not need to be made either easier or harder (Students 75.86%,
Instructors 80.00%).

The last part of the questionnaire offered the opportunity for the
respondents to express themselves openly to a variety of issues regarding the
training. The majority of the student gunners who answered the question
responded p,.bitively rouard the tactical engag'-Lent simulation trainir
(79.31Z). some wanted more practical trairing like it and only two said that -

.. . . .* -, .* . *. . °- . . . .. .• .•°-. . . .. * . . . . . .. . . . . . ... . . • .
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the use of MILES equipment was not useful. The instructors saw the u e of MLLES
%;equipment as secondary to exposure to a tactical vehicle which behaved In a ""-

maner that could be expected in combat.

The students were split in recalling what the instructor(s) s.r-d :ibout the
tactical tiaining with many recalling the instuctor saying simply that tL~e

period would build confidence, provide an opportunity to becime betzer gunners, . .

allow the experience of combat engagement, or it simply would be a good exercis..
(44.83%). The majority either did not recall anything being said or that very
little information was given (55.17%).

In addressing possible additions and deletions regarding the program of
instruction for TOW training the majority of student comments wi.'re posltile wit,.
very few recommendations for deletion. A few students identified trainilg ! th
MOF gear, equipment unloading (from transport), noise simulators, and some
.astructors as bcang more bother than benefit. They would add to all pl.- :! of
training, particularly in those aspects of training which would enhance tactical
engagement simulation (32 responses). This is in contrast to the four of .ve
instructors who responded that they would drop tactical engage=ent training.
These instructors stated that the use of the MILES equipment, and the relnted
tartical training was fine, but should be conducted at the unit level. The tia."
ava4 lable for training in OSUT should be used to prepare the students for
qualificaticn. In other words, if more time is indeed available, it shoull be
used to enhance prequalification performances.

Question 27 asked for determination of success in tracking by range during
the exercises. The limited response indicated that the students did not know
much about the range to th: targets. It also indicated that the que3tion migh.t
well have been difficult to interpret. An instructor responded that Lee Rarne

was the only one used for training. The intent of tha question appears to have
been lost.

The majority of the students (86.21%) and the instructors (60.00%) would
have liked a greater variety of target types presented under additional
conditions. Longer range targets, faster targets, and multiple targets which
required priority engagement decisions were desired. It was understood that
these additions would have required a greater amount of training time to be used
in TOW training. A total of 87.93 percent of the students respoaded that they
will be better TOW gunners because of the tactical training received at the end
of the TOW course. This block of instruction built confidence, provided
realistic training, and a greater understanding of the role of the anitarmor
gunner was achieved. A small -.inority were disturbed by no! having complete
confidence in their ability to use the MILES equipment (3.45%). They were not
comfortable about installing and using the equipment without morv training and
assistance.

A total of 82.76 percent of the students who responded expressed comfort
with regard to tracking using the night sight for the T)W. They would, for the
most part, like more actual night trai:,ing but they would like the schedule
changed to permit a shorter training day when it would include ntr-. training.
Of the three instructors who responded, two would have liked to see more night

training as well.

All five $istructors felt t iat the tactical engagement simulation wou1 be
mre difficult to conduct at night while 70 .6q percent of the students felt that ".
it would not. The instructors have to consider safety and control prohlems as

4.
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~:ell a trninins while the students need only be concerned vith the content of 
1.hc tr<lining itself. The divergence of concern on this last!~ was clear in the 
·~cspon :es from those rmr:1plcd. The students thought that it would be as easy to 
:·onduc ~~ tae ticnl ~ngngcmcnt exercises .:! t night as it would be during daylight 
·:,ours. They also L"ldicated that the practice vould be a positive ctddition to 
.:h ro·.; trainin;:'; program. 

DISCUSSI<m 

T::erc is divergence between the students and the instructors regarding the 
~~lu2 of the tactical engagement simulation period of instruction. The 
~tudents, in part, see this period as a change from the routine training and 
responded ?Ositively to its unique characteristics. They also reported through 
questionnaire and interview responses that they felt confident that the tactical 
u·aiuing contritJuted to their being better TOW gunners by providing them with 
cxpoGurc to tar~ct engagement opportunities which they vill have in future field 
exercises with :heir assigned units, and in combat if necessary. They 
~mp~aslzcd in their comments the importance of confidence built during the 
tactic~l engagement training and supported this by re"commending that this type 
o: inst:-uction be expanded by either replacing some of the other TOW' subjects or 
by adding time to the length of the TOW training program for OSUT. 

The apparent lack of enthusiasm for the tactical engagement training on the 
r1rt of the instructors can be clearly attributed to their concerns regarding 
T~~ qualification requirements. They see training time available which could be 
<'.',ed prior to quaU f!cation testing. By using the time to train basic tracking 
slills it is felt that the student gunners could obtain higher scoren during the 
examination phase. In some cases this means that a student would qualify where 
he presently docs not and that other gunners would obtain higher qualification 
scores. Since qualification and the scores associated with it are considered 
tmrortant indicctors to commanders, not only to report the demonstrated ability 
oi _he student gunner, but to measure thB effectiveness of the training they 
ltav~ received and therefore the effectiveness of the instructors, those 
res ;onsible arc concerned that training must appear successful. This is not a 
ncg:~t:tve comnent, bu: simply a statement of fact: regarding the concerns of those 
cha:::-ged dth training. The appearance of quality training is often observed to 
be as important a~ good quality which might be difficult to meaGure. In short, 
the instructors are sensitive to the indicated meas~rcs of performance which are 
used to quantif~ successf~l training. 

The comments from the instructors reflected a general dislike for the use 
of !1ILES equipment and tactical engagement training in the OSUT environment. 
They did say thr,t the usc of MILF:S • from their experience, wns a very worthwhile 
way to train at the unit level (battalion and below). The 11ndcrlying concern 
that th~y had, as expressed above, was for time lost which could be used to 
tmprovc qunllficn ion sccres 11.nd to qualify some students who failed to meet the 
standards. 

Oh~ervations of the students engaged in target acquisitlon and tracking 
in2icatcd that their responses to questionnaire items were relatively accurate 
portrayals of their experiences. They were enthusiastic about the tActical 
period of in cruction but recognized tl1e shortcomings of the MILES equipment 
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being ~1scd. Thf'y cln.arly did not ncore as many recorded hits uatng ttm MILI!5 
equipr:hlnt <Li tlH"· felt thf!y had achieved. Thia was not a real proh1cm with any 
of the:u sin ~ th y had all qualified before being sent to thls ncclitional 
t::-aiuing. 

:t re~~~~s uncertain as to whether those students who did not qualify 
d:Jring "!'OW ':.raining "t."'ould do so by using the additional amount t..'f training time 
•.Jhich i.~1 currently availabl..; and is devoted to tactical engagement sim•1lat:!on 
training. Surely not all would qualify. The value of tha tactical trnlning is 
r~cogntzcd hy thone students wno hnve had the opportunity to participBte in it. 
They enjoyeJ the change ot pace and the opportunity to experience engaging a 
tnctic~l vc~1icle, even a friendly personnel carrier, under simulated combat 
cond!t lon::;. :~xr~)sure to this type of t-..·aining has given tht:!se stl\dent gunners 
t;uroe i::::dt;!'t into the co:::bat tasks before them that they would not hnvc at least 
u1~til chcy c·eachl'd a unit. It" is possible that th.:!y would not receive the sam~ 
quality of :raining experience, certainly not with the same consistency, ln many 
units. 

R'CCOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSIONS 

Consideration should be given to re~oving some of the fear on the part of 
the in::;tructors that f:lilure by poor students means poor instruction. This must 
be a natter of i~dividual consideration. If this point can be made. there would 
b~ less resistance to the tactical engagement simulation training on the part of 

r:bser'.atio:1 , qur:stionnai res, and interviews suggc st that the students see 
S8~c v~ry osit!vc gains by their having hod the opportunity to train oeoinst 
t1ct!c2l t .rgetE. The perioJ of instruction is relatively inexpengive to 
con~uct 3r ;hou-d rc~ain a part of the overall program of instruction for OSUT 
Tr.''•-' t r ;1 i ni ·: :· .. 

An cx2:Pination o_ records fro~ past TOW classes, which hnve been given 
additional tradi-ional tracking practice, might show whether the same amount of 
tLoc now s~cnt o:: tact!cnl engagement simulation training would be better used 
to reduce failur·!~. However. rather than scndiqg unqualified students away on 
the last dny of training, wl1ich is"now reserved for tactical training, it might 
be possible to p~ovide additlnnal tracking training for qualification. Those 
students -v;~o are qu::tlified • . .-.-mld move to tactical training while the few who are 
not qunliflcd wct:ld co::ttnu,_ a rel7lcdial tracking program. The opportunity to 
adopt this proposal would be resource deperident like the tactical tracking 
training ~tself. 

In order to develop a more detailed analysis of the quality of the tactical 
engagement simulation block of instruction, and to answer some of the questions 
and issues raised by this report and by the past Commanding General, USAIS&C, it 
is rcc0mmenc!ed that the>. ITC request fortr .. 1l support through DOTD, USAIS, to 
outline ;1n · plan ,:1 tra:ning effectivencEG nnalysis. S~h questions related to 
tht rclat.i. ·c cost effectiveness of ufJing foster combat vehiclen, neccsDary 
ter nin imp~ovements, use of training time to increase the number of recorded 
qua ified g'·nnerr;, and a better measure of the effect.ivener.s of tactlcnl 
cn:·3~ement · roinlng as seen by units rucciving recently train~d OSUT graduates 
co~Jld be ad,'ressed. T\le result~ of the present limited investigation suggest 
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-" that the tactical engagement simulation training is making a definite

coitribution to the quality of OSUT graduate who hac becn tra!ned as a TOW

guner and therefore to his receiving unit's cozbat readir.es. The soldier who

has been exposed to tactical simula'ion ir the institutio:lal enviro mellL has a

mvu+ betrer awarenc: s of what to expect Lhe -ir,;t time- he participates in field

ex( e wet:i his viIt, or if necessary, whcn he entt.s cowbat.

f-.1
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APPENDIX

TACTT7CAL E,7 'AC,:!ENT S P .ATlION (T) QUESTICNNAIREL RESULTS

The first 18 items used in the questionnaire for both students and
irstructors called foc weighted res-onset using the following scale:

5 - Strongly Agree

4 - Agree

3 - Don't know or not sure

2 - Disagree

I - Disagree Strongly

The mean resp .ise for tidents (1=58) and irstructors (N-5) sampled using

the questionnaire it, .esenLed with each questir:n (I to 18).

Responses
Student Inszruct,r(Cne responled n .egatively to almost all items so two

instructor Means are presented)
Mean Mean(5) Mean(4)

1. 3.91 3.23 3.75 I felt ccnfident about tracking before qua'ification.

2. 4.50 4.00 4.75 I felt confident about tracking after qualification.

3. 4.07 3.40 4.00 T felt confident when tracking using the
target board.

4. 4.35 3.60 4.25 I felt confident about tracking after today's
tactical engagement simulation training.

5. 3.38 3.40 4.00 The bleacher talks during training helped me prepare

to track targets.

6. 4.10 3.60 4.25 As training got harder, I got better at tracking.

7. 4.40 4.20 5.00 The tracking before qualification built my confidence
as a gunner.

8. 4.54 4.00 4.75 Tracking tr.tining today helped me to be a
setter gunner.

9. 4.28 3.60 4.25 Tracking training today gave me an idea of what I can
successfully do in combat as a gunner.

I'?!i!
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i1. 4.S7 4.00 4.75 After qualifi atlon, I think I can perform as a
U. ." 0 400 good gunner.

3 '40 4.00 T kno-. after te4 ; s tactical engagement training
that I can hit a..y targt with a TOW.

1:. 4.54 3.60 4.25 I know -ifter todly'S taCLical en~agcanent training
that I can hit most targets with a TOW.

13. 4.36 3.30 4.50 All the training during the course and qualification
prepared me for tuday's engagement exercises.

14. 4.66 4.20 5.00 1 will leave training with a feeling of
accomplishment.

1 . 4.02 3.40 4.00 After today's training I am confident that MILES
equipment is good.

16. 4.11 3.20 3.75 After today's training I can operate MILES equipment
without much trouble.

17. -.26 3.60 4.25 While it was hare, today's tactical engagement
simulation added to trai ing. 7

16. 4.22 4.20 5.00 The instructor(s) prepared us well for today's
tactical engagement simulation training.

Student Instructor Percentages

19. If I could I would:

70.69 0. a. Add more tracking like today's TOW training.

6.90 60.00 b. Skip today's tactical engagement training and
use the time in some other way.

22.41 4C.00 c. Leave today's training just like it is.

20. If I could, I would:

20.69 20.00 a. Make today's tactical engagement training harder.

3.45 0 b. Make today's tactical engagement training easier.

75.86 80.00 c. Leave today's training just like it is.

:'p:.
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21. If I could, I would:

1.72 40.00 a. Skip today's training.

t:i. 20.00 b. Extend, or ex and, tcday's training.

17.24 .0.00 c. Keep things tte way they are.

Questions 22 throug;h 32 call for the respondent to fill in the blauks. Not all

respondents to the questionnaire completed each item. The predominant and
frequent responses have been addressed in the body of the report, however,
summary percentages of positive and negative responses will be listed with the

Student Instructor Percentages (Based on the entire samples)

22. What did today's training mean to you as a TOW gunner?

79.31 40.00 Positive

15.52 0 Neutral

5.17 20.00 Negative

23. What did the instructor say it would mean?

44 83 20.00 Positive

55.17 0. Neutral/No information given

24.& 25. What would you drop/add from/to TOW training?

74.14 40.00 Positive-Students would add more tactical training,
instructors would add prequalification training.

15.52 80.00 Negative-Students would change schedule to shorten training
days, instructors would drop MILES tactical training.

26. In your own words, whaL do you think about today's engagement simulation
training?

81.04 20.00 Positive

10.35 0. Neutral

8.62 20.00 Negative

10 "'"
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27. At what ranges during tracking today did you have the most success?

\n_.e,-s indicated that the inteatior. of Cie question was not clear to the

ma :ty of resrc.entu.

*28. Would you like to see more different kinds of target conditions (vehicles,

speeds, movements, firing conditions) than you did today?

86.21 60.00 Positive

13.79 40.00 Negative

29. Do you think you will be a better gunner because of today's tactical

engagement simulation training? Why?

87.93 60.00 Positive

8.62 0. Neutral

3.45 40.00 Negative -r

30. Do you feel comfortable tracking with the night sight f or the TOW? Why?

82.76 60.00 PositiveL

13.79 0. Neutral

3.45 40.00 Negative

31. Would you like more or less night training? Why?

79.31 40.00 More

5.17 40.00 Same, or blank

51.52 20.00 Less

32. Do you think that today's tactical engagement simulation training would be
too difficult at night? Why?.,

15.52 100.00 More difficult-Need more room to maintain control and

safety.

13.79 0. About the same

70.69 0. No more difficult
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